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Law School Attendance Decreases 


Reports of law school attendance, contained in the December number of 
the American Law School Review, indicate that there has been a decrease 
this year of about three and a third per cent from last year’s figures. Autumn 
attendance this year will probably run slightly under 39,000 compared with 
40,218 last year. The decline has been by no means universal as only slightly 
less than half of the schools reporting showed an increase over last year. With 
higher admission requirements just beginning to show their effect in some of 
the states, it seems probable that this tendency will continue. 
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It May Be Epoch-Making! 


CALIFORNIA EXPERIMENT May Open Way To NATIONAL 
Bar EXAMINATION 


A development of great importance is taking place in California which 
should be watched with interest, particularly by bar examiners. The 
difficulty of drafting questions year after year which adequately cover a 
subject, yet do not repeat what has formerly been given, is no secret. Cali- 
fornia, with an able secretary of its examining board, a corps of part-time 
readers and assistants, and a committee of eight examiners which met nine 
times during the past year not including an equal number of sub-committee 
meetings, is still troubled with this problem. To meet it, it is making an 
interesting experiment by inviting law teachers from recognized schools out- 
side the state to contribute bar examination questions for a small payment 
per question, and is using some of these questions. The law teachers have 
responded with gratifying enthusiasm. The object is set forth in the follow- 
ing excerpt from the last report of the California Bar Examiners: 


“The Committee desires to obtain a limited number of questions which © 
have been drafted by law teachers of national reputation in other states 
for use in each of its bar examinations. It has been recognized for several 
years that the California bar examinations are among the best in the 
United States, but the Committee feels that there is room for further im- 
provement and this can be achieved if it can have the assistance of out-of- 
state law teachers in drafting questions. The present system calls upon 
the Secretary of the Committee of Bar Examiners to draft the major por- 
tion of the examination questions. These questions cover some twenty 
odd subjects of the law and it is asking an intpossibility to expect one man 
to try to be an expert in all of the fields of the law. The Committee feels 
that the Secretary should be given the assistance of national experts and 
the Board of Governors has authorized the Committee to procure such 
services for a trial period of one year. The Board has appropriated a 
limited sum of money for this work and the experts who agree to assist in 
the experiment will be paid a nominal sum for each question submitted. 
If this system proves to be more satisfactory, it is possible that other states 
may become interested and in time join in giving a uniform examination. 
If this should become a reality it would very materially simplify the prob- 
lems of educational qualifications for admission on motion.” 


The most significant feature of this plan, which is mentioned in the latter 
part of the quotation, is that it opens the way to a national bar examination.’ 
1Cf. I The Bar Examiner 160, “A National Board of Law Examiners.” by Will Shafroth; 


I The Bar Examiner 307. “A National Board of Law Examiners,” bv Charles E. Carpenter; 
V The Bar Examiner 154, “The Bar Examiner and the Law Schools,” by H. Claude Horack. 
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This does not mean that any state would abandon its present examining ma- 
chinery or that subjects of procedure and adjective law would be included 
in any questions furnished from outside the state. But let us suppose that 
questions with completely briefed answers and citations could be furnished 
to all boards with permission to use them or not, as they saw fit, in examina- 
tions given on a certain day or on certain days. Is there any doubt that this 
might prove of great help to bar examiners over the country and is there 
any bar examiner who would not be aided by having such material available 
whether he used the questions or not? 


California, with the resources of its integrated bar, is spending money 
to try out this project. The bar examiners and the legal profession of the 
United States will receive the benefit of its research and will await with 
interest a report on the results of the trial. 


Law School Association Cooperates 


The Association of American Law Schools also deserves thanks and 
credit for cooperating in this venture. Letters to law school teachers were 
sent out by Professor Harold Shepherd, Chairman of its Committee on Bar 
Admissions, enclosing a memorandum a part of which read as follows: 


“Mr. Ivan A. Schwab, Secretary of the Committee of Bar Examiners 
of the State Bar of California, would like to secure from law school 
teachers in the various member schools of the Association a number of 
examination questions with accompanying answers and analyses of a sort 
suitable for inclusion in the California bar examination. * * * The purpose 
is the very laudable one of examining students through questions framed 
by men experienced in the téaching of law. The experiment, if it should 
prove successful, might very well lead to similar experiments elsewhere 
and might also lead ultimately to some kind of a national bar examination, 
or possibly some sort of a national clearing-house committee on examina- 
tion questions which would receive them from law professors and pass 
them on to the various state bar examination authorities who cared to go 
in on the plan. Because of these possibilities the California request is one 
which it is hoped will be cordially received and acted upon by members 
of the teaching profession. 


“The California committee, in cooperation with the Committee on Bar 
Admissions of the Association of American Law Schools, has laid down 
the following plan respecting the preparation and submission of bar ex- 
amination questions by law professors: 

“The committee will pay . . . for each question with the accompany- 


ing analysis which is submitted. . . . It is hoped that . . . professors will 
be willing to cooperate in order to give the experiment a real trial. 
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“In order to keep within the budget of the committee and also to 
insure a sufficient distribution of the questions among the different fields 
of law, each professor who is interested is urged to communicate immedi- 
ately with Mr. Schwab stating the number of questions and analyses he 
would care to submit (not more than three in any event), and the titles 
of the courses to which the questions will relate. Mr. Schwab will then 
get in touch directly with the professor in question and indicate the number 
of questions and analyses he would like to have submitted and the courses 
to which they should relate. If a great many professors volunteer their 
services it may be necessary to cut down on the number of questions on 
which they are willing to work, and it may even be necessary to make 
some arbitrary limit as to the number of professors cooperating. * * * 

' “Each question should be of the normal law examination type. Each 
question must be followed by a model answer with sufficient analyses of 
the problem to enable the examiners to grade the answers intelligently. 
More detailed instructions will be furnished subsequently by Mr. Schwab 
to those preparing questions and analyses. 

“The California bar examination is a three-day examination. Approxi- 
mately thirty minutes is allowed for each essay question propounded on ~ 
the examination. As only a limited number of questions are given on each 
subject, the California committee has endeavored to keep the examination 
comprehensive in character by including three or four independent points 
in each question. Questions approximately equivalent in scope and sever- 
ity to those given in the past are desired. Mr. Schwab will forward copies 
of past examination questions for the guidance of those employed to pre- 
pare questions and analyses. * * * 

“Questions may be submitted which have previously been given by the 
professor to his students provided that no question should be submitted 
which was given on any law school examination within the last two years.” 


Subsequently Mr. Schwab wrote to those law school teachers evincing 


interest in the plan, giving the following detailed instructions: 


Instructions for Drafting Questions 


“* * * As stated in Professor Shepherd’s memorandum, we are desirous 
of having each question include three or four independent points. In our 
opinion, a question should not exceed 350 words in length, while most of 
the questions used by us in the past have been considerably shorter than 
that. 

“In the analysis, which is to be used by our reader as a guide in his 

work of grading the examination papers, will you please incorporate: 

“First: A statement which is complete, but which is stated in the 

briefest and most general manner possible, of all the legal problems in- 
volved in the question. 





“Second: A comprehensive discussion, in essay form, of the prin- 
ciples of law involved and their application to the factual problems 
presented by the question, followed by a discussion of the reasoning 
necessary for the proper solution of those problems. 

“Third: A list of citations, in concise form, of the cases and other 
authorities which are in point and which support your analysis of the 
problems presented by the question. 


“* * * Tf you are interested in any suggestions with regard to the 
preparation of bar examination questions, you will find an article entitled, 
‘Notes on Preparing Bar Examination Questions,’ by Shelden D. Elliott, 
in V The Bar Examiner, page 99. In the article Professor Elliott refers 
to earlier articles appearing in The Bar Examiner upon the same general 
subject. 

“I wish to express the appreciation of the California Committee of 
Bar Examiners for your cooperation in this work of endeavoring to perfect 
a better method of drafting bar examination questions. When the experi- 
ment has been concluded, I propose to make a report to Professor Harold 
Shepherd, Chairman of the Committee on Bar Admissions of the Associa- 
tion of American Law Schools. A report will undoubtedly be made at a 
subsequent date either by that Committee or by us of the results of the 
experiment.” 


Great credit goes to California and its Committee of Bar Examiners for 
taking this forward step which may prove very beneficial to the entire 
country. The National Conference will endeavor to furnish each bar exam- 
iner a copy of the report to which Mr. Schwab refers. In the meantime 
The Bar Examiner will welcome comments on the plan. 


- 





Why Judges Get Headaches 


Here’s one for the Board of Bar Examiners: 

A man has been convicted of killing his wife. The conviction was 
based on the finding of a body identified as that of the wife, coupled with 
evidence that the man had often threatened to kill her. After serving twenty 
years for the “murder” the defendant emerged from prison to encounter his 
wife who had “so affectionately and effectively absented herself during the 
entire inquisition and legal proceedings.” In a fit of fury he then proceeded 
to do what the court found he had done twenty years before. 

Query: Can he be tried for the present killing? 


(Reprinted through the courtesy of the Court 
and Commercial Newspaper Syndicate) 
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Bar Examiner Portraits 
George E. Brand 


The new Chairman of the Michigan 
State Board of Law Examiners has an 
outstanding reputation as a glutton for 
work. His elevation to the chairman- 
ship of the board comes at a time when 
he is also the President of the Michigan 
State Bar Association, a position which 
is rapidly becoming a full-time office. 
For years he has been active in bar as- 
sociation work, having served as Presi- 
dent of the Detroit Bar Association, a . 
member of the House of Delegates of the 
American Bar Association, commis- 
sioner-at-large and chairman of griev- 
ances of the State Bar of Michigan, and 
a member of the committees of the 
American Bar Association and State Bar 
of Michigan on unauthorized practice. 
During the time he was on these unau- 
thorized practice committees, he com- 
piled an 840-page book entitled “Unauthorized Practice Decisions” which is 
today the most complete and thoroughly documented work on this subject. 


Mr. George E. Brand was born in Houghton, Michigan, on June 11, 1888. 
He received an LL.B. from the University of Michigan in 1912. While in 
the law school he was a member of Woolsack and of the Law Review staff, 
two indications of high scholarship. He has been secretary of his law class 
from 1909 to the present time and was President of the Webster Society. 





Mr. Brand’s service on a committee or in any office is never a nominal 
one. When he was appointed a member of the Michigan Board of Law Ex- 
aminers, he straightway started to find out, by giving real study to the subject, 
how examinations should be drafted and marked. He is responsible for the 
published reports showing the ranking of the different schools in the bar 
examinations and is a very valuable member of the board. Believe it or not, 
in addition to all these activities, he conducts a thriving law practice! 
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Progress Report On Joint Conferences 


Eprtor’s Note: The Committee on Bar Admissions of the Association of 
American Law Schools gave a detailed report to the Association meeting in 
December concerning the present status of the movement to create in each 
state a committee of law school representatives, bar examiners and others to 
cooperate in the improvement of bar examinations and admission require- 
ments and to study other problems connected with our present system of 
entry into the legal profession. The A.B.A. Section of Legal Education is 
taking an active interest in this work and has appointed a sub-committee and 
an advisory committee consisting of members from most of the states. Pro- 
fessor Shepherd’s report is quoted in full because it contains important in- 
formation on what is being done in the various states to bring about more 
efficient cooperation. 

Your committee presented at the 1936 meeting of the Association a de- 
tailed report dealing with the relation between legal education and bar 
examinations and pointing out the necessity for co-operative action by the 
law schools and the bar examiners. In that report, specific recommenda- 
tions were made for the creation in each state of joint advisory committees, 
consisting of representatives of the law schools, state bar committees on legal 
education, and the bar examiners. Problems common to the three groups, 
and suggested in part by the schools and examiners, were presented with 
the recommendation that they be made the subject of study and action in 
the states in light of local conditions. 

During the past year your committee has felt that its primary function 
was to secure as wide adoption of these recommendations as possible and its 
activities have been directed largely toward that end. Copies of the 1936 
report and reprints of the discussion that followed were sent to member 
schools and all state bar examiners. Additional publicity was given to the 
work of the committee through the columns of The Bar Examiner which 
reprinted in full, the report, recommendations and discussion at the 1936 
meeting. Much of the committee’s work has been done by correspondence 
with law schools and examiners. It has consisted of explanations of the rec- 
ommendations and suggestions for application to peculiar local conditions. 

Following is a summary by states, of progress to date. The information 
has been secured largely through member schools and individual bar exam- 
iners. The number in parentheses following the name of the state indicates 
the number of sources of information. The statements in quotations, unless 
otherwise indicated, are from Dean’s reports or some authorized member 
of the faculty. 

Alabama. (1) No action taken “Under the rules of the State Bar Commission 


the graduates of our school are admitted to practice—on their diplomas. For that 
reason it did not seem to me that a conference was necessary.” 
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Arizona. (1) No formal steps toward organizing a joint conference. Apparently, 
a more pressing problem has been to raise the minimum pre-legal and legal educational 
requirements for eligibility for the examination. Specific recommendations to this 
effect have been made to The Board of Governors and the Supreme Court by the 
Arizona State Bar Association. Relationships between law schools and examiners 
reported as friendly and cordial. 


Arkansas. (1) No action taken. “Arkansas still relies on the diploma privilege 
for its university graduates. This may explain the local situation.” 


California. (4) A Committee on Co-operation has existed in California for several 
years. It is active (several meetings were held during the year) and adequately 
serving the purpose outlined in our recommendations. Law schools and examiners 
alike find it a valuable and useful organization. 


Colorado. No formal organization perfected but, “In the fall of each year the 
Chairman of the Board of Examiners, in Denver, gives a dinner to which he invites 
all the members of the Board and the Deans or some other representative from each 
of the three law schools in the state. After dinner, a meeting is held at the home 
of the Chairman, and the entire evening is devoted to a consideration of questions 
of mutual interest. The occasion is quite informal, but affords an opportunity for a 
frank discussion and interchange of ideas.” ’ 


Connecticut. At a meeting of bar examiners and invited law school representatives 
held in July, 1937, a committee was authorized to make arrangements for either an 
informal conference or a standing committee of law teachers and bar examiners. “The 
situation in this state with reference to bar standards is very good and a committee 
is not needed on that ground. Nevertheless such a committee would undoubtedly be 
helpful to discuss problems of the form and type of examinations.” 


District of Columbia. (2) No action taken, although apparently urgently needed. 


Florida. (2) No action taken. Law graduates of Miami, Stetson, and the Uni- 
versity of Florida are admitted on motion. 


Georgia. (4) A meeting was held at Atlanta, October 9, 1937, at the invitation 
of the bar examiners, attended by the deans of the approved law schools, representa- 
tives of the Board of Examiners, the Attorney General and specially invited members 
of the bar. “The meeting definitely indicated the earnest desire of the bar examiners 
and the law schools to co-operate and showed that the bar examiners are doing their 
best in handling an awkward situation. It also served to show the other persons 
present the problems that the bar examiners and the law schools are facing. I feel 
confident that it is the beginning of a definite, improved relationship between the 
state Board of Bar Examiners and the law schools, and if followed up in the proper 
manner will serve the purposes that the committee is working toward.” 


Idaho. (1) No action taken. “While they (examiners) are not unfriendly, I 
feel that any plan for a joint advisory committee along the lines suggested must be 
approached with considerable care.” 


Illinois. (5) May 10, 1937, a joint meeting was held at Chicago attended by rep- 
resentatives of all the law schools of the state, the Board of Law Examiners, the 
Chairman of the Committee on Legal Education of the State Bar Association and a 
representative from the Committee on Legal Education of the Chicago Bar Association. 
Several hours were spent in discussing problems of mutual interest. On September 10, 
1937, at a meeting of the Illinois State Bar Association. the section on Legal Education 
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and Admission to the Bar discussed at length the creation of a permanent joint 
committee. The project has the support of the Board of Law Examiners, the law 
schools and the local bar associations. Arrangements were made for another joint 
meeting in November. 


Indiana. (3) A joint Council on Legal Education, consisting of the members of 
the Supreme Court, members of the Board of Bar Examiners, the Deans of approved 
law schools in the state and members of the state bar committee on Legal Education, 
has been established in Indiana. A meeting was held in May, 1937, and regular annual 
meetings are provided for. “I think we have gone far enough in this respect in 
Indiana that we can definitely recommend such an organization.” 


Iowa. No formal organization. “While there were no such formal discussions, it 
has been the practice of our Board of Examiners to hold a special examination in 
Iowa City shortly after our Commencement exercises in June. This practice has 
given excellent opportunity for members of our faculty to become acquainted with 
members of the board and to discuss with them informally various problems affecting 
both groups. I am inclined to believe that something worth while might come out 
of a more formal effort in the future.” 


Kentucky. (2) No action taken, due perhaps to lack of interest on the part of 
some of the examiners. Dean Evans of the University of Kentucky has been active 
in his efforts to secure a joint conference and is in sympathy with our recommenda- 
tions. His report says, in part: “If we are able to obtain a conference with the bar 
examiners, it is my idea that the presidents of the two schools, along with the two 
deans, may take a part from the standpoint not merely of legal education, but higher 
education in general. In fact, I have thought of seeking a conference between the 
members of the Court of Appeals and the deans and presidents on the whole matter 
of higher education but with particular reference to legal education, to see what can 
be done.” 

Louisiana. (3) A meeting, attended by members of the Board of Governors of the 
Louisiana State Bar and representatives of the faculties of all law schools in Louisiana, 
met in Baton Rouge May 12, 1937. The purpose of the meeting as set out in the letter 
of the President of the State Bar-calling the meeting is stated at follows: “There 
will be no set program, the meeting having only the purpose of enabling the faculty 
members and the governors of the bar to discuss informally methods of teaching 
and examination, to mutual advantage, it is hoped in the attainment of the common 
objective of the qualifying of worthy and well trained candidates for admission to the 
ranks of the profession.” While the proposal for a permanent joint conference was 
discussed, no formal .action was taken. “My personal reaction to the conference 
was enthusiastic, primarily because so far as I know it is the first time that the law 
faculties and the bar examining organization have sat together. In common with 
many of our associates of other states the law faculties in Louisiana have been dis- 
satisfied with the lack of co-operation and possible confusion of objectives that has 
obtained for many years past. Consequently the fact of meeting with them appeared 
in the light of a long step toward a very desirable goal. Furthermore, the examining 
committee appeared cordial and open minded in their attitude and indicated a com- 
mendable spirit of co-operation.” 

Maryland. (1) No action taken although a proposal is under consideration by 
State Board of Examiners. 


Michigan. (2) Dean Bates reports as follows: “I called sueh a meeting in the 
spring of the present year. There were present two members of the State Board of 
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Law Examiners, the deans of all the law schools of the state, and three members 
of the State Bar Association Committee on Legal Education, of which I happen to be 
chairman. I read the recommendations of the Association’s Committee on Bar Ad- 
missions, and at least two hours were then spent in earnest and definite discussion 
of the problem. It was the unanimous opinion that the co-operation aimed at was 
important. We have such co-operation, as a matter of fact, in this State, but have 
never made it official, nor have we ever organized a new committee for this purpose.” 
Formal organization was left until after the next meeting of the State Bar Association. 


Minnesota. (1) A Joint Committee was organized in Minnesota early in 1937. 
It is composed of the five members of the State Board of Law Examiners, representa- 
tives from each of the four law schools in the state and the chairman of the State 
Bar Association Committee on Legal Education. The Joint Committee has met twice 
during the year. Dean Fraser says: “Discussion covered a number of matters such 
as the subjects to be covered in the bar examinations, the number of questions, 
whether the examination questions should be separated by subject or general, the 
framing of examination questions and other topics. A sub-committee was appointed 
to make recommendations in respect to several of these matters, but it has not yet 
reported to the full committee. The discussions have promoted mutual understanding 
between the board and the law schools and developed a co-operative spirit. We have 
had an unusually alert board in Minnesota, and the need of change is less here than 
in many states. Nevertheless, we believe that some additional progress will be made 
as a result of the formation of this joint advisory committee.” 


Mississippi. (1) No action taken. 


Missouri. (4) A conference was held at Jefferson City in June, 1937, attended 
by all members of the Board of Law Examiners and representatives of six law schools. 
Various problems were discussed and action taken to postpone the bar examination 
until September, “so that law school graduates could devote their undivided attention 
to their law school final examinations in June.” Apparently no formal or permanent 
organization was effected. 


Montana. (1) Dean Leaphart reports: “Nothing has been done to date in the 
matter of a state joint Advisory Committee of law teachers and bar examiners. For the 
last twenty years one member of the state bar examiners has been a member of the 
faculty of the university and up to the present time, the examiners have relied very 
much on the faculty member for advice. We have not, therefore, felt the matter was 
very pressing. * * * The sympathetic attitude of the bar examiners would enable 
us, I believe, to establish such a committee.” 


New York. (5) The following account of the organization and functions of the 
Joint Conference on Legal Education in the State of New York prepared by the 
Secretary of the Conference, is of such interest that we reprint it in full: 


“For years prior to the formation of the Joint Conference there was no body con- 
taining representatives both from the teaching profession and from among those in 
active practice, actively engaged in the consideration of problems relative to legal 
education and admission to the bar. The Committee on legal education of the bar 
associations felt the need of the counsel and experience of the law schools and of the 
other groups interested in the subject and I believe that that feeling was also shared 
by the faculties of the law schools. 

“The Joint Conference was formed in 1932. The purpose in the minds of those 
responsible for its formation was to provide a common meeting ground for all groups 
primarily interested in legal education. To that end the Joint Conference was or- 
ganized with the ten law schools in the State and the several bar associations as 
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constituent members. Each constituent member sent a specified number of delegates 
to the Conference. The State Board of Law Examiners, the members of the Char- 
acter Committees and the State Board of Education were also invited to send rep- 
resentatives to participate in the discussions, which they have done. These latter 
three groups, however, in view of their official positions, have not felt that they should 
vote at the meetings. 

“Two full sessions of the Conference are held yearly, one in the winter in New 
York City and one in the spring elsewhere in the State. At these sessions the Con- 
ference has had the benefit of addresses by leading members of the bench and by 
others not members of the Conference. The Executive Committee of the Conference, 
composed of five representatives chosen by the law schools, one representative chosen 
from the bar associations and the officers of the Conference, hold three additional 
meetings each year. 

“At the last session held this year in Albany, a new constitution was adopted, a 
copy of which I enclose. 

“The work of the Conference is carried on in large measure through committees 
whose reports are considered and acted upon by the Conference as a whole. There 
are now fourteen committees actively functioning. Among the other topics under 
consideration for possible recommendation are bar examinations, character committees, 
clinical education—undergraduate and post-graduate—general education requirements 
for admission to the bar, the number of times an applicant should be permitted to 
take bar examinations, the advisability of a probationary period for applicants, spon- 
sorship for admission and curriculum at law schools. A concrete example of the work 
of the Joint Conference is found in the adoption last spring by the Court of Appeals 
of this State of the ‘Four-year Rule’ recommended to it after a detailed study by the 
Conference. That rule requires all law schools in the State which conduct classes 
before 9 A. M. or after 4 P. M. to spread the academic training over four years instead 
of three as theretofore required. 

“At the recent Conference held in Albany, a committee was appointed by Cornelius 
W. Wickersham, the president of the Conference, to be headed by Honorable John W. 
Davis as Chairman, to investigate into the number of practicing lawyers in relation 
to the needs of the public; to ascertain whether there is at present an overcrowding 
of our bar and if so what remedies there might be. The report of that Committee is 
being awaited with great interest. 

“On the whole, the five years’ association in the Joint Conference has, we believe, 
been most successful. A strong feeling of co-operation and unity of purpose has 
developed and the interest among the delegates has been growing constantly. It gives 
all indications of continuing to perform a very real service to the bar in our State.” 
committee, all of the schools report that distinct advance has been made informally, 


North Carolina. (3) While there has been no formal organization of a joint 
in the direction indicated in our 1936 report. Indicative of the examiners’ interest is 
the preparation of a detailed questionnaire along the lines of our 1936 report which 
was sent to all the law schools in the state. The replies to this will probably result 
in ironing out local problems. 


North Dakota. (1) An annual conference is held between the Dean of the Law 
School and the Board of Examiners. In an interesting and detailed report, Dean 
Thormodsgard points out that all of the suggestions and recommendations of the 
1936 report have been adopted in North Dakota. 


Ohio. At a meeting of the League of Ohio Law Schools held early in 1937, the 
suggestions and recommendations made in the 1936 report of the Association were 
approved and submitted to the Committee on Legal Education of the Ohio State Bar 
Association. At the invitation of this committee a joint conference of bar examiners, 
representatives of all approved law schools in the state and members of the State Bar 
Committee on Legal Education, was held in Columbus, May 28, 1937. At this meeting, 
a joint conference was formally organized to meet semi-annually on the call of the 
chairman of the State Bar Committee on Legal Education. This was the first joint 
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meeting of the three groups in the history of the state and all present expressed the 
opinion that it was highly significant. Action was taken to provide a clearing house 
for statistical information showing the correlation between law school scholarship 
and bar examination results and to have the law schools submit to the examiners 
outlines and analyses of the subject matter of courses taught in law schools (as a 
standard for determining the scope of the bar examination). A recommendation of 
the law schools for postponement of the spring examinations until September was 
discussed and is now under consideration. The law schools were requested by the 
examiners to make a study of the feasibility of instituting in the schools, compre- 
hensive reviews or examinations as a means of combatting the evils of the com- 
mercially conducted quiz courses. This matter is now under consideration by the 
League of Ohio Law Schools. Examiners and law schools alike regard the establish- 
ment of the joint conference as an important step in improving legal education in Ohio. 


Oregon. (1) The State Bar Committee on Legal Education in Oregon included 
in its membership this year, representatives of the three law schools in the state. 
This committee serves, in a general way, the purposes of a joint conference. 


Pennsylvania. (4) A joint conference of the State Board of Law Examiners and 
the deans (or authorized representative) of all the Pennsylvania law schools was held on 
the afternoon of June 22, 1937, at Bedford Springs. The conference lasted throughout 
the afternoon and was devoted largely to criticism of bar examination questions. 
While no formal organization was effected, it was decided to hold a similar conference 
once each year. At the Board’s suggestion, copies of the examination questions are 
now sent, immediately following the examination, to members of the faculties of the 
schools for specific suggestions and comments. Deans who attended the conference 
report as follows: “The attitude of our bar examiners was very fine indeed and they 
asked for suggestions from the law school representatives and welcomed criticisms.” 
“It seemed to be the general opinion that there must be more co-operation between 
the law examiners and the law schools if the law schools are to efficiently perform 
their service in preparing men for the examinations.” “The session was one of the 
most interesting I have attended in years——” 


Tennessee. The situation in Tennessee is discouraging despite the earnest efforts 
of the Association schools. This is due basically to the large number of unapproved 
law schools in the state that have no serious interest in educational standards. The 
state ranks in third place in number of unapproved schools and on the basis of 
population is probably first. The State Bar Association has requested an official 
survey of state law schools by the American Bar Association and your committee is 
informed that Mr. Shafroth and Dean Horack have been appointed to make this 
survey. Their report should be most helpful in laying a foundation for the creation 
of a joint conference. 


Texas. (1) No joint conference has been established, although the desirability 
of so doing has been brought to the attention of the President of the Texas Bar 
Association by the Texas schools with the suggestion that the initiative in organiza- 
tion be taken by the State Bar Committee on Legal Education and Admission to the Bar. 


Utah. (1) Following the 1936 meeting of the Association, the State Bar Com- 
missioners of Utah appointed a joint committee of the examiners and faculty of the 
University of Utah to consider the recommendations of the 1936 report. No account 
of this joint conference has been received to date. 
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Virginia. (3) A Section on Legal Education was organized in the Virginia Bar 
Association in 1931. Membership in the section consists of deans and professors in 
the law schools and the bar examiners. Meetings of the section are held annually 
at each meeting of the State Bar Association. ‘While many topics have been dis- 
cussed in these meetings, I believe that the chief result reached has been a better 
understanding of the type of question which should be included in State Bar examina- 
tion, and it is my own opinion that the questions asked on recent Virginia bar exam- 
inations have been of a more scientific type.” 

Washington. No report. 

West Virginia. (1) Dean Hardman, of West Virginia University reports: “We 
do not as yet have an Advisory Committee in this state, but, in the light of my 
discussions at the recent meeting of the Association and with certain members of the 
Supreme Court of Appeals of this state, there is a very strong likelihood that such a 
committee will be created in West Virginia in the not distant future.” 

Wisconsin. (1) The two law schools of the state have the diploma privilege 
and for this reason it has not been thought necessary to organize a joint conference 
in Wisconsin. 

Wyoming. (1) No action taken. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Paut SHIPMAN ANDREWS, J. E. BRENNER, SHELDEN D. Ex.iott, LEon 
GreEN, H. Ctaupe Horacx, Danie, J. McKenna, CLareNceE Morris, 
Henry A. SHINN, Cart WHEATON, Harotp SHEPHERD, Chairman. 


Dallas Bar Requires A.B.A. Approval 


Rules of the Supreme Court of Texas require that except in cases of 
schools approved by the American Bar Association, the local bar association 
in Texas is required to certify that the law school professors or attorneys 
under whom the applicant studied law are qualified morally, intellectually, 
and by reason of legal attainments to instruct properly the declarant in his 
legal studies. This gives to the local bar association the power of approval 
or disapproval of law schools in its particular jurisdiction which are not 
approved by the American Bar Association. The Dallas Bar Association, by 
a resolution recently passed, is making full use of this power in raising the 
standards of legal education. The resolution reads as follows: 

“Resolved, That the Dallas Bar Association adopt the standards pro- 
mulgated by the American Bar Association with reference to pre-legal 
and legal training for admission to the bar, and that we certify to the 
Board of Legal Examiners of the State of Texas all candidates who are 
graduates from law schools that comply with such standards as herein 
outlined, and such candidates only, and that this rule shall become ef- 
fective on and after July 1, 1938.” 

Members of the legal education committee which submitted the report con- 
taining this resolution, and also a report of the investigation of two law 
schools in Dallas, are as follows: M. N. Chrestman, Dexter Hamilton, Mike 
Rice, R. G. Storey, and Woodall Rodgers, Chairman. 
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Federal Bar Favors Higher Requirements 


After a discussion of bar standards, the Federal Bar Association of 
Washington, D. C., passed the resolution which is quoted below. It refers 
to the entire country as well as the District of Columbia and completely 
negatives the argument frequently made in the District that college education 
should not be required there because so many government employes apply 
for admission in order to improve their status in their particular departments, 
and they should not be required to have the same qualifications as candidates 
intending to practice law. 


“Be it resolved that the Federal Bar Association place itself on record 
as favoring the adoption in all states of the Union and the District of 
Columbia of a requirement of two years of college education in a recog- 
nized college or university before the commencement of law study as a 
qualification for taking the bar examinations, provided, however, that 
students who have not completed the two full years of college education 
as referred to above shall be permitted to take the bar examinations if 
they have finished the high school course and have passed an examination 
given by a duly accredited college or university, such as would entitle them . 
to enter such college or university with full junior standing. 

“Since the seat of the Federal Government is located in the District 
of Columbia and the large percentage of the Federal Bar Association mem- 
bership is stationed in the District and is concerned vitally with the quali- 
fications of governmental and private practitioners, and since such a large 
number of persons are admitted annually to the bar of the District (namely, 
2,757 in the ten-year period from 1920-1929; and over 500 each year there- 
after) be it further resolved that the Federal Bar Association place itself 
on record as favoring the adoption of a requirement of two years of college 
education in a recognized college or university before the commencement 
of law study as a qualification for taking the bar examination in the District 
of Columbia and that this requirement shall not be made effective as to 
students who shall have started the study of law prior to September 1, 
1938, provided, however, that students who have not completed the two 
full years of college education as referred to above shall be permitted to 
take the bar examination in the District of Columbia if they have finished 
the high school course and have passed an examination given by a college 
or university duly accredited by the Association of Schools and Colleges 
of the Middle States and Maryland, such as would entitle them to enter 
such college or university with full junior standing. 

“Be it further resolved that cepies of this resolution and the report 
accompanying the same be transmitted to the Committee on Standards of 
Legal Education and Admission to the Bar of the Bar Association of the 
District of Columbia, to the members of the District Court Committee on 
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Admissions and Grievances; to the Women’s Bar Association of the District 
of Columbia and to such other interested organizations and individuals 
as the Chairman of the Executive Committee of the Federal Bar Association 
shall specify. 

“Be it further resolved that the Committee on Professional Standards 
of the Federal Bar Association invite representatives of the above named 
associations and committees to confer with the committee of the Federal 
Bar Association concerning the raising of standards of legal education and 
admissions to the bar of the District of Columbia.” 





Regrading of Controversial Question 
Admits Twenty-two Ohio Applicants 


As a result of the regrading of a controversial question in the last June 
examination in Ohio, twenty-two additional applicants were admitted to the 
bar of that state by the Supreme Court on December 13. After petitions 
had been filed with the Bar Examining Committee for a regrading of the 
papers, the Committee reexamined the papers of all who had received 


seventy-four per cent or more to ascertain the grades given on the particular 
question and then filed a supplemental report with the Court giving passing 
grades to twenty-two applicants. The account contained in the Ohio Bar 
Association Report of December 20, 1937, is as follows: 


“Pursuing past practice, unsuccessful applicants in the June examina- 
tion were permitted to examine their graded papers. Several applicants, 
believing that they had not received sufficient credit in answering a ques- 
tion in torts, petitioned the Examining Committee for a regrading and 
some of the applicants submitted briefs in support of their answers. When 
it became apparent that an insufficient grade was given to applicants 
answering the question as to the liability of a grocer who sold to a house- 
wife mouldy cereal which was mouldy when packed in the original package 
by the wholesaler, the papers of all unsuccessful applicants receiving a 
grade of 74% or more were examined to see whether they had received 
sufficient credit for their answers to that question, and those who had not 
received proper credit were given additional points. As a result of the 
regrading the Bar Examining Committee recommended that the grades of 
such applicants be raised, whether the applicants answered the question 
either on implied warranty or a violation of the unwholesome food statute. 
One applicant received a passing grade as the result of additional credit 
for two answers in evidence.” 
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